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INGRID (RIMLAND) ZUNDEL
SAYS "NO THANK YOU" TO
GERMAN COURT

May 10, 2006

Dr. Meinerzhagen, Presiding Judge
Landgericht Mannheim 68169 — Re:
Zundel v. Gonzales, Chertoff, No. 05-
5287, United States Court of Appeals for
the Sixth Circuit Criminal proceedings
against Ernst Zundel for Suspicion of
stirring up hatred against national, ethnic,
racial or religious groups and other
offenses, Regiona! Court of Mannheim, 6
KLs 503 Js 4/96 '

Dear Dr. Meinerzhagen
| am writing to you on behalf of my
client Ingrid Rimland Zundel ("Dr.
Rimiand"®), in response to your letter of
Aprit 4, 2006.This letter should not be
construed as a recognition of any sort
of jurisdicion by the Landgericht
Mannheim or any other German
authority over the person of Dr.
Rimiand.
After due consideration, and
notwithstanding the fact that she would
very much like to see and help her

husband, Dr. Rimland hereby declines
your request that she appear as a
witness onher own volition in the
Landgericht Mannheim.

Without waiver, she finds it
unnecessary under these terms to
assert any privilege provided for under
Gemman law.She states in the
strongest terms possible her objection
to the assertion of jurisdiction of the
Landgericht Mannheim over her
husband, Emst Zundel, and over the
criminal charges that have been filed
against her husband because of his
speech, the criminalization of which is
completely unknown in the United
States and would be regarded as a
scandal by the vast majority of the
American populace.

Dr. Rimland, a citizen of the United
States of America, finds it deplorable
as well that the Mannheim Public
Prosecutor's Office is conducting an
investigation of her on similar
allegations. Dr. Rimland considers it
an insult and an imposition that her
testimony would be sought by a
country which wishes to criminalize her

for condugct that is not criminal in her
own country.

Here in the United States, we are
frre to comment critically about
persons and movements of any ethnic
group or heritage or religion, and free
fo act nonviolently and politically to
persuade others of our views, without
running the risk that we will be
prosecuted for “hate,” and this is a
form of legal protection that has long
helped insure us against great
imbalances of power, discontents,
deceits and treacheries, and oligarchy
and demagoguery, and we commend it
fo the court and to the German people.

We submit that German laws
which, by criminalizing speech, purport
to protect Germany’s citizenry against
the forces and causes which led to
World War |l are camouflaging a

- deceptive political agenda.Dr. Rimland

likewise declines to provide testimony
or respond fo questions via a
videoconference  link.Dr.  Rimland
similarly declines to be examined by a
consular official or other official by
commission, whether at a German




consulate or any other location in the
United States.

She finds it particulary offensive
that officials of any German consulate
should examine her in light of her
conclusion that Gemman consular
officials colluded with Canadian and
U.S. authorities for years to try fto
snare Mr. Zundel in an extrajudicial
rendition, which she bases on
familiarity with German- and English-
language documents released by the
prosecutor’s office in the case in which
you are presiding.Dr. Rimland does
reiterate, however, that she has
always been the owner and operator of
"the  Zundelsite," the website
referenced in your letter, and |
understand that you have already read
in open court a statement she sent to
you so indicating.

If the court wishes to submit a list
of questions to Dr. Rimland regarding
her statement, she would consider
providing writien responses.Request is
also made that you advise me
consistent with Germany's
international law obligations of any and
all measures of “judicial assistance” by
the United States that the Landgericht
Mannheim or Mannheim prosecutor's
office or any counsel appointed for
Hemr Zundel may invoke, intends to
invoke, will invoke, does invoke, or
attempts to invoke, in order to try to
obtain Dr. Rimiand's testimony.

Finally, and on another subject,
note is made “for the record” of the
inaccuracy and impropriety of your
adverse Decision on the issue of my
status as legal counsel to Mr. Zundel,
authored by you and incorporating the
inaccurate infemational law analysis

delegated to Dr. Hans-Georg Koch of |

the Max Planck Institute, which was
the  subject of your last
comespondence to me.

As you should know, Dr. Koch
could reach the conclusion he reached
only by arbitrarily disregarding the
plain meaning of "legal counsel" and
then by impemissibly limiting the
definition of what is a restraint on Emst

Zundel's liberty. Dr. Koch was
prepared, in the service of an illicit
agenda, fo recognize only the restraint
that Emst Zundel is cumrently suffering
in a German prison as a restriction on
his liberty, notwithstanding the fact that
Dr. Koch went on to acknowledge that
in the United States, the habeas
corpus remedy being prosecuted by
the undersigned for Mr. Zundel is a
classic protection of a liberty interest
and is a remedy that remains available
to him.

The deplorable analysis adopted
by the Court has not served fo
increase my  already-diminished
confidence or the confidence of my
cient in the Geman judicial
system.Thank you for your attention to
these matters, and if | can clarify any
of the above points, please do not
hesitate fo contact me.

Sincerely,

Bruce Leichtycc:
Ingrid Rimland Zundel
Emst Zundel

JUSTICE FOR THE GERMAN S.S:
Reflections on reading Alexan-
der Donat's The Death Camp
Treblinka

Bradley R. Smith

(This is a piece I wrote sometime
ago and has not seen the light of
day for years—or ever. With the
work that Rodrigo Mendoza, our
new Webmaster is doing, it has
become worthwhile to dig up such
articles and stories and get them
out to the public via the Internet.)

n 1951, Josef Hirtreiter,

known as “Sepp,”" was tried
in Frankfurt am Main and sen-
tenced to life imprisonment for
what he did to the Jews at the
Treblinka death camp. Among the
crimes of which he was found
guilty was "killing many young
children ages one-and-half to two,
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during the unloading of the trans-
ports, by seizing them by the fa=+
and smashing their heads against
the boxcars.”

Now this Sepp fellow is the
same SS man that Yankiel Wiernik
reported would "frequently” tear
children "in half," particularly if
the kid was "one and one-half to
two years old." While 1 agree that
Sepp should have been nailed on
the  smashing-babies-  heads-
against-walls charge, 1 feel very
strongly he should been prosecuted
on the tearing-babies-in-half
charge as well, particularly since
he did it "frequently,” according to
the Holocaust survivor eyewitness
Yankiel Wiernik. Why would he
not be?

It's possible that the Court sus-
pected that Yankiel Wiernik exag-
gerated a little, that while Sepp,
this "vile and savage beast,” did
smash babies heads against walls
and "boxcars,” he did not actually
tear any babies "in half." But if
Sepp did not tear any babies in
half, why did Yankiel say he did?
And if Yankiel is not truthful on
the "tearing-babies-in-half” charge,
how can we really trust him on the
smashing-babies-heads-on-the-
wall charge?

Confidence begins to waiver.

Would Holocaust survivor
eyewitness Yankiel fib a little
about the gas chambers them-
selves? The 10,000 to 30,000 peo-
ple exterminated daily, day after
day, month after month? Who
counted? Yankiel himself was
working from sunup to sundown to
improve the death camp. watch-
towers, blockhouses and birch
wood menagerie fences for the SS
and counting up to 30,000 gassed
and exterminated Jews at the same
time? I know, some of us can do
two things at once, but still. . . .
And that marvelously psychotic
image where pregnant Jewish la-
dies were being burned and their




bellies were splitting open so that
Yankiel could see the little Jewish
fetuses flaming inside the exploded
wombs? Do we want to trust
Yankiel about all this, or trust
those Holocaust cultists who them-
selves trust Yankiel, when nobody
can even get the easy-to-believe
tearing-children-in-half story be-
lieved?

And what is it about this Sepp
fellow anyhow, that when he de-
cided to smash some baby-heads
against walls or boxcars, he spe-
cialized in kids that were rather
precisely one-and-one-half to two
years old? What did Sepp see
wrong in smashing a kid's head
against a wall or boxcar that was
only twelve months old, say, or a
few who were maybe three or even
four years old? What kind of
schizophrenic behavior does that
suggest in Sepp?

I've been trying tc imagine
how I would go about tearing a
two-year-old infant in half. It
wouldn't do to start at the top.
Where would you begin? I think
I'd turn the tot upside down and go
from there, if that was my sort of
thing. Still, I don't see the kid split-
ting down (up?) the middle. I tend
to see one of the legs tearing off,
which would leave me with more
than half a kid in one hand, but
only a little bit of a kid in the
other.

Maybe when Yankiel Wiernik
was writing his autobiographical
document he meant to indicate that
Sepp tore the kids in half sideways
rather than up and down. Between
the pelvis, say, and the rib cage (if
I have the image right.) I don't be-
lieve I could do that myself.-I don't
think I'm strong enough, but
maybe it wasn't much of a trick for
Sepp the SS-man.

One point I do feel confidant
about is that if you are at the train
tracks where the Jews who are go-
ing to be exterminated are being

offloaded, and you are going to
tear a kid in half in front of his
mother and father, his brothers and
sisters and uncles and aunts, in
front of his neighbors and his ra-
cial, ethnic, and religious kinsmen,
you'd better make a job of it. If you
try that trick, in that milieu, and
you don't get it right, there's going
to egg all over your face.

Well, in 1964 ex-Lieutenant
Kurt Franz, “The Doll” as the
Treblinka death camp inmates
called him, and nine other Nazi S§
who had served at Treblinka, were
put on trial. That was nineteen
years after the war. I was in Hol-
lywood then, writing and drinking,
and paying no attention to what
was going on in Europe. There,
Arthur Matthes, who was in charge
of the death camp at Treblinka and
the gas chambers as well, along
with his assistant Willy Meéntz,
were sentenced to life imprison-
ment. Fair enough [ think in a legal
system that has no death penalty.

But Gustave Munzberger—
now there's an evil German name
for you—who personally "operated
the gas chambers,” got off with
twelve years. Twelve years! What
kind of sentence is that for a guy
who personally operated the ma-
chinery that knocked over a mil-
lion Jews, more or less? Twelve
years? Some poor sap like Sepp
who kills babies one by one, by
hand as it were, gets life in prison,
while a smart-ass  Gustav
Munzberger personally offs a mil-
lion Jews and is dusted with only
twelve years.

What does that say for German
justice? What does it say about
anything?

And then one wonders what
sort of trade Gustave Mumzberger
took up after his release (was there
time off for good behavior?) from
prison. The kind of machinery he
knew best was outmoded and no
longer being used. And what does
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one really want to do after exter-
minating a million or so Jews? One
gets the sense that even a German
robot named Gustav Munzberger
would risk feeling that he had al-
ready "done it afl.”

Franz Suchomel was the SS-
man "in charge of collecting and
processing gold and valuables of
Jewish prisoners. Sentenced to
seven years in prison . . ." This
sentence was at least proportional
to that received by Gustav
Munzberger. It is right and just to
penalize less harshly a man like
Suchomel, who is only responsible
for collecting Jewish valuables,
than the man Munzberger who put
his hand to personally exterminat-
ing a million Jewish souls.

Twelve years in prison for per-
sonally offing a million Jews, five
years for picking up their valu-
ables. What are we talking about
here?

Otto Stadie was “... Chief in
charge of the Ukrainian guards.
Received incoming transports . .
M—that is, trainloads of Jews to be
exterminated. He killed many Jews
with his pistol right there on the
platform, and he also allowed Olaf
the Ukrainian to "slice off” the
breasts of Jewish women with his
saber { saber?) while they were
being rushed to the gas chambers.
It is not made precisely certain
what Otto Stadie was sentenced to
six years in prison for, but the way
he allowed Olaf the Ukrainian to
muck around with his bloody saber
was a tacky business no matter
how you look at it and I'm glad
they put Stadie away for some-
thing, whatever it was.

Hermann Lambert seems not
to have been an SS-man; but he
was given four years anyway for
helping “. . . in the construction of
the gas chambers.” This one both-
ers me. Hermann the German gets
four years for helping build the gas
chambers where a million Jews



were exterminated, while Yankiel
the Jew, who pitched in with eve-
rything he had—"T myself took
them to the execution site. 1 built
their death chambers for them"—
becomes a hero in the eyes of
Holocaust cultists the world over,
and his autobiographical narrative
becomes recommended reading in
the books of other famous Jewish
authors.

I hate to suggest this, but it
looks from the evidence of this
book that there is a double stan-
dard here. Germans who partici-
pated in building gas chambers to
exterminate a million Jews go to
prison for four years. Jews who
participated in building gas cham-
bers to exterminate a million Jews
write books about it and are cele-
brated as folk heroes. Do I have

this one right?
One of SS-man Albert Rum's
jobs was to ". . . chase the prison-

ers with whips to the gas cham-
bers." That was a rum job (I can't
help myself) if ever I've heard of
one. Five thousand, 6,000, 10,000,
up to 30,000 Jews a day to be
gassed and there was the mighty
Rum, whipping away, while the
Jews ". . . run and leap over one
another, just to experience the
moment of death a little faster”
until a million of these cooperative
Eastern European folk have given
themselves and their brothers and
sisters and mothers and fathers and
their children over to extermina-
tion by gas.

Rum got three years in the pen
for that whipping business. That
was one year for each 333,333
whipped and exterminated Jews,
more of less. Three years is a long
time to spend in the jug, but to my
mind Rum deserved all three. Did
he think he was going to get away
with that whipping business?

SS-man August Miete was
known as the "Angel of Death,”"
described by reliable Jewish eye-

witnesses as a "Jew killer," but he
seems to have gotten off without
receiving a prison term. ['ll have to
look into this. I believe Jew killers
should be punished for their crimes
just like ordinary killers are.

Otto Richard Hom was the SS
beast who worked “at the incinera-
tor” where the corpses of the mil-
lion exterminated Jews were cre-
mated. He was released.

Released?

Gustave  Munzberger got
twelve big ones for "operating” the
gas chambers in which a million
Jews were exterminated. Albert
Rum got three years for whipping
a million Jews toward the "front
door" of the gas chamber build-
ing—which was obscured by a
"black curtain." Of course. A black
curtain. Wouldn't want anyone to
learn what was going on as a mil-
lion Jews are being exterminated.
Go to any lengths imaginable to
keep it secret. But now Otte Horn
incinerates the corpses of a million
exterminated Jews and gets off
scott free? As if he were not an
accomplice in exterminating a mil-
lion Jews because all he did was
burn their exterminated bodies?

Is this what the historians
mean when they condemn revi-
sionists for “moral equivalence?”

But it's time to turn to the fate
of Kurt Hubert Franz (The Doll)
and his man-eating hound,
“Barry.” Franz was nicknamed
The Doll because of his physical
beauty. According to Alexander
Donat, editor of The Death Camp
Treblinka, Franz ". . . became a
byword for sadism and moral tur-
pitude. . . . He came to Treblinka
with his dog Barry, who had been
trained to attack the Jewish prison-
ers, particularly to maul the geni-
tals of men."

Yankiel Wiernik writes that
Kurt Franz was “. . . the vilest of
them all. Human life meant noth-
ing to him, and to inflict death and
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untold forture was his supreme
delight.” Viler than them all? V'

than Gustave Munzberger? Viler
than Albert Rum? Than Otto Sta-
die? Than Josef Hirtreiter? How
could this be? How can you be
more vile that those German
beasts? And then this is the same
Lieutenant Franz who occasionally
asked that Yankiel “remove his
cap” when speaking to him, but
whomm the brave Yankiel defied.

Shlomo  Hellman reports:
“Whenever the Doll came to camp
we knew there would be at least
two dead.” Two? Big deal! On the
other side of the camp the German
maniacal beasts are exterminating
a million Jews in gas chambers and
this Shlomo guy is worried about
an odd two or three Jews? Where's
his sense of proportion?

Jacob Jakubowicz reports that
The Doll ". . . couldn't sit down to
breakfast or dinner without having
knocked off at least two Jews."
Two here. A million there. Who's
counting? Henry Poswolski tells
how "One day SS-man Kutiner
threw a baby into the air and Franz
killed it with two shots from his
gun.”

Ho hum.

Yet another Treblinka death
camp hero, Mr. Jacob Eisner, tells
this tale: "Franz said to one of the
inmates: ‘Let's have a boxing
match.' So the boxing gloves were
put on the prisoner's hands. Franz
had only one glove, on his right
hand. A little gun was concealed in
that glove. 'Start! the SS-man
commanded. He moved toward the
young prisoner, pretending that he
was about to start the match, and
fired straight into his face. The
poor fellow collapsed and died on
the spot.”

So then, Kurt Franz was a "sa-
dist of exquisite cruelty” who de-
rived intense pleasure from "spe-
cial refinements" in the torture and
murder of Jews. Nevertheless, after



the war Franz returned to his na-
tive Diisseldorf where “. . . he
lived under his own name until his
arrest” fourteen years later.

Returned to his home town af-
ter the war and lived under his own
name? For fourteen years? Until
his arrest? Dumb and dumber?
What was this guy thinking? That
he hadn't done anything particu-
larly out of the ordinary? I guess it
takes all kinds.

After the Treblinka death
camp (where a million Jews were
exterminated) was evacuated and
Franz had stayed behind to "liqui-
date” it, didn't it occur to him that
some, if not all, of the survivors of
the Treblinka death camp and its
extermination chambers, might be
annoyed with him? Didn't it occur
to him that there was something a
little wrong in playing a significant
role in exterminating a million
Jews, more or less? Or, if not the
million Jews that he helped exter-
minate in gas chambers, how about
those he had shot over breakfast?
There could have been another
couple dozen there. And then there
was that pistol-in-the-boxing-glove
bit: Franz might have thought he
was being funny with that one, but
did he really think that all the reli-
able eyewitnesses standing around
waist-deep in exterminated Jews
would view the incident from the
same perspective as he viewed it?

I find these questions difficult
o answer.

"When Franz was arrested, a
search of his apartment turned up
an album containing numerous
photographs from his days in Treb-
linka. The album was captioned:
“The Best Years of My Life.”

What can be said about such
an album? About such a man? That
he had a penchant for positive
thinking? That he had no talent for
feeling guilt? That he looked back
at the Treblinka death camp days
as a good job well done? Let it be

observed that the people who have
given us the complete "autobio-
graphical document” of Yankiel
Wiernik have given us only a few
sentences from the Kurt Franz
documents.

Once we are finished reading
Donat on Kurt Franz, we are
treated to the story of Barry, Kurt's
S.S. man-eating hound. While Kurt
played a powerful role in the ex-
termination of about a million
Jews in gas chambers, Barry only

chewed on the testicles of a few

dozen (I'm guessing) Jewish in-
mates. We don't learn very much
about mass murderer Kurt Franz,
but with regard to Barry, there is
considerable information, to the
point were he becomes more inter-
esting that his S.S. master. Barry
almost comes alive in his story,
and that's what makes the cur
live”. o

The following consists of
"verbatim excerpts" from the trial
of Kurt Franz in German Court of
Assizes at Diisseldorf, as Alexan-
der Donat, survivor of the Warsaw
ghetto, has decided to reveal it. If
only we could have the entire
story.

“The dog Barry was . . . the
size of a calf, with a black and
white spotted coat, a mixed breed
but with the physical characteris-
tics of a Saint Bernard predominat-
ing. At Treblinka he attached him-
self to the defendant Franz and
adopted him as his master ...

“Mostly, when Franz made the
rounds of the 'lower and upper
camps, Barry would accompany
him. Depending on his mood,
Franz would set the dog on in-
mates who for some reason had
attracted his attention . . . The
command to which the dog re-
sponded was: 'Man, go get that
dog!" By 'man' Franz meant Barry;
the 'dog' was the inmate whom
Barry was supposed to attack . . .

“Barry was the size of a calf so
that, unlike smaller dogs, his
shoulders reached to the buttocks
and abdomen of a man of average
size. For this reason he frequently
bit his victims in the buttocks, in
the abdomen and often, in the case
of male inmates, in the genitals,
sometimes partially biting them off

“But when the defendant Franz
was not around, Barry was a dif-
ferent dog . . . he allowed himself
to be petted and even teased, with-
out harming anyone . . .

“The Court of Assizes was
able to substantiate only three of
the many cases in point described
by the witnesses. Barry was thus
accused specifically of biting the
genitals off a man loading textiles
into a freight car at night, of re-
moving those of a man on his way
to the gas chamber [rather gratui-
tously, it would seem fo me], and
on another occasion Barry, at the
command of Frangz, tore a piece of
flesh from the body of an inmate
near the Ukrainian kitchen . . .

“At the same time, the wit-
nesses [there are eleven of them
testifying here about the dog
Barry,] testified that Barry was a
different dog when he was not un-
der the influence of Franz. When
Franz was not around, Barry was

good-natured and lazy . . . The

Court of Assizes requested the in-
ternationally known scientist Pro-
fessor Dr. L., director of the Max
Planck Institute for Behavioral
Research . . . to submit a swom
expert opinion on the question
whether Barry-could have been a
ferocious beast one day, and a
good-natured, playful house pet
the next. The convincing expert
opinion submitted by Dr. L. in-
cludes, among other items, the fol-

-lowing statements . . .”

“According to the photographs
of Barry [who was the size of a
calff ... made available by the



Court of Assizes, Barry, though he
predominantly showed the physi-
cal characteristics of a Saint Ber-
nard, was not a pure-bred Saint
Bernard, but a mongrel. Mongrels
are much more sensitive than pure-
bred animals. If mongrels attach
themselves to a human and enter
into a dog-master relationship with
him, they are literally able to sense
[emphasis supplied] .the wishes of
their master. A dog's behavior is a
‘reflection of his master's subcon-
scious mind,' and this is particu-
larly true in the case of mongrels.
Behavioral psychologists have ac-
cepted it as a fact that one and the
same dog can be good and harm-
less on some occasions, but dan-
gerous and vicious at other times.
The latter can happen if the dog is
set by his master at another person
... A little later, that same dog may
be playing quite innocently with
children, without any need to fear
for the children's safety.

“He will also be nice to
grownups when he hears his mas-
ter address them in a friendly man-
ner. In other words, the dog is
completely attuned to his master’s
moods and frame of mind. If the
dog then enters into a new dog-
master relationship, his personality
can undergo a complete change.
Hence, if Barry, under his new
master, the witness Dr. St., no
longer showed tendencies to bite,
this in itself [would be] nothing
unusual .. .” _

Thus ends the expert opinion
of the Director of the Max Planck
Institute -for Behavioral Research.
The Survivors of the Treblinka
death camp can thank their God
that the good director was on their
side rather that Barry's.

Here Alexander Donat contin-
ues Barry's saga:

“According to these convinc-
ing explanations from Prof. Dr. L.,
then, there is no logical contradic-
tion between the reports that, on

the one hand, Barry was dangerous
when Franz set him at Jews, while,
on the other hand, he was lazy,
good-natured and harmless on the
camp grounds when Franz was
away, and later, when he lived
with Dr. St. in Ostrow . . . Accord-
ing to the witnesses [four in num-
ber] Barry attacked not only male
genitals, but also other parts of the
body . . . If it happened with rela-
tive frequency that Barry attacked
the male genitals of his victims,
this was attributable to his height,
which was that of a calf . . . While
smaller dogs preponderantly attack
the lower parts of the leg, Barry,
do to his height . . . [the height of a
calf] . . . was able to reach the male
genitals of his victims with his
muzzle and hence also to injure
them.”

It would seem, reading be-
tween the lines a bit, that ex-SS
Lieutenant Kurt Franz attempted to
demure a little about the evidence
being presented against him and
Barry over this ball-biting busi-
ness. Nevertheless, after Franz
"liquidated” the Treblinka death
camp where a million Jews were
exterminated, he gave Barry (who
was the size of a calf) to the "Doc-
tor Sr." in Ostrow. Kurt had noth-
ing against facilitating the exter-
mination of about a million Jews,
but didn't want to off his dog. Such
an attitude seems to have been
characteristic of many German
mass murderers and assorted
beasts.

Dr. Sr., for his part, had no
problems with Barry. Dr. Sr. testi-
fied he was able to take Barry with
him while he inspected "hundreds
of naked soldiers” at a time, and
Barry never once evinced any in-
terest in the exposed genitals of the
German military. He preferred
Jewish genitals, and of course he
could tell the difference. He might
have been the size of a calf, but he

could still discriminate. After all-—
he was a GGerman dog.

One aspect of the testimony
about the dog Barry, who was the
size of a calf, that appears to have
been accepted by all the sides in
the court, was that Barry's muzzle
reached the genitals of the Jewish
prisoners while Barry was standing
on all fours. There was no testi-
mony that Barry ever ran and
jumped. When Franz said to Barry:
"Man, go get that dog," as he often
did say, did the dog Barry just am- °
ble on over toward his victim until
his muzzle was inside the guy's
crotch? Was Barry so lazy he
never once ram over, jumped up
excitedly, and since he was the
size of a calf, put his paws on the
man'’s shoulders and eat his face?

Maybe that dog Barry was just
one hell of a good-natured and lazy
dog. But then, maybe Kurt Franz
and Yankiel Wiernik were too. In
any event, they made an interesting
threesome.

NOTE: 04 May 2006

The directors of the Max
Planck Institute for Behavioral
Research are remarkably perspi-
cacious. They understand the psy-
chological motivation of dogs the
size of calves, and they understand
the psychological motives of their
own students who use their Max
Planck learning to try to investi-
gate weapons of mass destruction
in the interest of historical truth.
Example: when Germar Rudolf,
who was studying at the Max
Planck Institute, decided to do a
chemical analysis of some of the
materials in the Auschwitz gas-
chambers, the director of the Muax
Planck Institute understood that he
hated Jews, just like the dog Barry
fifty years earlier.

The difference is that the dog
Barry was not condemned for the
crimes he actually committed,
chewing off the genitals of Jewish



prisoners, because at the time he
was under the influence of a Ger-
man beast, Kurt Franz. The dog
Barry could not help himself.
Germar Rudolf, however, was act-
ing on his own. There was no
German beast overseeing his be-
havior. He used his training as a
chemist at the Max Planck Institute
to look into the question of Ger-
man bestiality at Auschwitz. He
didn't threaten to chew off any-
body's genitals, not even those of
the director of the Auschwitz Mu-
seum Dr. Franciszek Piper, whose
Jewish genitals would have been

Just the thing jor the dog Barry
{who was the size of a calf). Never-
theless, Rudolf's computer and
[files were confiscated; he was
prosecuted for thought crimes,
convicted, and sentenced to 14
months in prison. Thinking has
become more of a crime in Modern
Germany than biting on the geni-
tals of Jews was during the Third
Reich.

Meanwhile, Rudolf didn't much
care for the idea of being in prison
Jor thinking about things, so he
[fled his homeland and afier several
years in America the U.S. Gov-

ernment cooperated with the Ger-
man State in extraditing him back
to Germany where he is in prison
even as I write these words. He
now faces about five more years in
prison for thinking about what we
are not supposed to think about. It
makes me really angry to think
about how the Max Planck Insti-
tute stood up for that bloody, geni-
tal-chewing, anti-Semitic dog
Barry, who was the size of a calf,
while it would do nothing whatever
for my friend Germar Rudolf.

“GAS CHAMBER"” AS THE
ULTIMATE ABDICATION OF
RESPONSIBILITY

Ray Brutto

(Until I read this note from RB
1 always understood that the strug-
gle of the German State to crush
Holocaust revisionism was a
misplaced, or even inverted pursuit
of principle. It never occurred to
me look at it quite like this. Live
and learn.)

ne reason why Germans

(and Austrians) are so
happy to endorse the official Holo-
caust story is that, while at first
glance it indicts them, in reality it
gives them a place to hide. The
entire Extermination Legend de-
pends on the idea that it was a
small cadre of evil Nazis who
tricked 6 million Jews to their
deaths. That is why there are no
documents. That is why "nobody
knew."

The Nazis who did it are be-
yond the pale. Ordinary Austrians
and Germans would have been
shocked if they had known about
the gas chambers. For Germans
and Austrians to condemn “Nazis”

today is a way of saying yes, Nazis
did it but it wasn’t us.

Of course, we know it's phony.
We know it's phony because we
know that there were radio broad-
casts, rumors, and newspaper sto-
ries about gassings going bagk to
the 1930's, and in fact during the
war all the Germans and Austrians
"knew" that gassings were going
on, they just thought it was enemy
propaganda (see Crowell on The
Gas Chambers of Sherlock
Holmes).

However, that doesn't stop a
good story: A few tens of thou-
sands of evil Nazis murdered mil-
lions of people and made the
corpses disappear. It would be like
me saying, "Satan eats newborn
babies." Then someone says, "Oh,
I doubt that Satan does that. To
which I respond: "Oh. Are you a
supporter of Satan then?"

The orthodox Holocaust Leg-
end, as long as we keep rumor and
radio broadcasts out of it, basically
lets the Germans and Austrians off
the hook. They were bad, they al-
lowed their Jewish fellow citizens
to be persecuted, but they "didn't
really know what was going on in
the camps.”

My guess is that a lot of Ger-
mans and Austrians, especially
those in the Army, knew full well
what was happening to Jews in
occupied Russia and may have
even taken part in some shootings.
But we don't want to deal with
that. That spreads the guilt around.
That tarnishes the honor of the
Armed Forces. So, we will empha-
size the Gas Chambers because it
draws attention away from us onto
a minority that has already been
condemned.

"Gas Chamber” then is the ul-
timate abdication of responsibility
by the moralizers of Europe and
elsewhere. We keep hearing about
them, but I can't remember if any-
one has ever confessed to actually
running one of those things. It's
always the hand of someone who's
missing or doesn't show up, the
guy who actually started the en-
gine, tossed in the Zykion, or
whatever. And everything else in
the extermination process was
done by Jews, from gulling the
victims, getting them to strip, lead-
ing them into the shower, etc. etc.

It's totally crazy, but there it is.




DR. ROBERT FAURISSON
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Faurisson reports that in France
the repression of revisionists is
increasing. He notes that on 03
March 2006 Georges Theil, 65, a
retired telecommunications engi-
neer, had seen his conviction for
“Holocaust denial” upheld by the
court of appeal of Limoges.
Meanwhile Faurisson himself, as
he notes below, is to be prosecuted
yet once again for thought crimes.

My own trial is to take place on
Tuesday July 11 in the XVIith
chamber of the Paris criminal court
(2, 4 Boulevard du Palais; nearest
underground station: “Cité”) at
1.30 p.m. I am accused of having
granted, last year, an interview of
revisionist nature to the Iranian
radio and television station Sahar,
in the context of a telephone con-
versation with a Teheran journalist
who had called me. Since the satel-
lite channel Sahar’s broadcasts can
be picked up in France, our Con-
seil supérieur de ["audiovisuel
(CSA), headed by Dominique
Baudis, filed charges against me
with the public prosecutor’s office
in Paris. ‘

RODRIGO MENDOZA

Rodrigo Mendoza is the new

editor and Webmaster for the
CODOH Library (I call him
“Rod”). He has written a profile of
himself that 1 expected to publish
here, but once again I have not left
room for him, He has been associ-
ated with CODOH behind the
scenes since the late 1990s.
. Mendoza is a Texan, a Chris-
tian, and is very well read. One
day he mentioned that he was par-
ticularly fond of Paul, and I said
that was interesting because I had a
story about Paul. It was an old
story, and I was wrong. It was

about St. Francis. In 1966 1 was
working on a tramp steamer and
we were on the South China sea
and. . . . but enough of that.

Mendoza didn’t like what was
happening to Zundel and Rudolf,
but when Irving was imprisoned,
that was the straw that broke the
camel’s back. He voluntecred to
take on the CODOH Library. He
has a real life, a corporate job, a
family, but he is highly organized
and has already achieved signifi-
cant results for The Library. More
about all that as we go along.

OTHER STUFF

I reported here last month
that our older daughter, Marisol,
was to have a baby. Her pregnancy
had to be terminated. It was rather
tragic for everyone involved. Usu-
ally I just straight out tell the story,
but this time I have no heart for it.

There is a cable TV show in
the offing—or rather, boocked—for
later this month. I don’t often think
about community access TV any-
more, but this one is interesting in
that a lady Holocaust survivor is to
share the event with me. 1 will
have a video to share with you.

I’ve been invited to give a
talk at an academic conference in
Mexico. It’s a couple months down
the road. It’s a big event, and an
event in which there is press eve-
rywhere. 1 understand this time
that I will work with a translator,
much like Russ Granata was the
translator for Carlo Mattogno
when Mattogno “spoke” at [HR
and other conferences. _

One supporter, a lawyer, has

-advised me to set about securing

my residential permits here, being
absolutely “legal” (I am), and to
create a circle of supporters on this
side of the border who will help
me with any sudden “extradition”
request that might pop up. Mexi-
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cans and Mexican government
people are not particularly inter-
ested in Jews or the Holocaust
story, I believe 1 am perfectly safe
here, but then Emst and Germar
thought they were safe in the U.S.

| NEED YOUR HELP

May was one of those months

~when “business” fell through the

floor. There is no particular or spe-
cific reason for it that I am aware
of. Serendipity, coincidence, fate,
bad luck. Who knows? But I am
slipping into a very fragile finan-
cial situation. If you can help me,
please help me now.
There is no one else.

it

Bradley




